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To the Rev. Mr. PALMER. 



Dear Sir, - 

YOU, as I foretold, have thought pro- 
per to reply to my letter, and, as I fuf- 
pe&ed, circumjlanc^s have determined me to 
write you a fecond letter ; and my motives 
have, I fuppofe, been the fame with thofe 
that determined you to reply to the firft. 
For I by no means think your reply to be 
fatisfadtory, and I am willing to try whe- 
ther I cannot convince you, or at leaft 
our readers, that this opinion is well 
founded, 

B . Your AN 
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I 

Your treatife, I perceive, is deemed to con- 
tain the ftrength of the caufe you have 
cfpoufed ; and I think I fhould do wrong to 
flirink from the difcuflion, while I have 
any hope of prevailing upon a perfon fo 
fully equal to it, to canvafs it with me, and 
while I think there is any reafonable prof- 
pe<9:, that, by continuing a friendly contro- 
verfy, any of the difficulties attending the 
fubjedt may be cleared up. The queftion 
before us is' truely momentous, the argu- 
ments that decide in my favour I think to 
be very plain, your objections appear to me 
to admit of fufficiently eafy anfwers ; and, 
in my opinion, it is nothing but imaginary 
confequences, or fuch as are grofsly mifun- 
derftood, at which the mind of any man 
can revolt. 

You, who know me pretty well, will not 
fay that I would flur over a difficulty by 
which I was really prefled \ and arrogant as 
you may fuppofe me to be, you will think 
me Jincere, and that my confidence is de- 
rived 
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rived from a full perfuafion, well or ill 
founded, on a fubje<ft which I have long 
confidered, and with refpedt to which I have 
formed fo deliberate and decided a judge- 
ment. 

I fhall divide my prefent letter, as I did 
my former, into diftin£t heads, and (hall 
difcufs them in what appears to me to be 
their moft natural order* I wifli you had 
divided your Appendix in the fame manner, 
as it contributes much to perfpicuity, and 
relieves the attention of the reader. 



B 2 SECTION I. 
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SECTION I. 

Of the Jlating of the Qyejiion. 

YOU complain of mc for having mi/re- 
frefented your meaning, when what 
you aflert on the occafion, in my opinion, 
confirms my reprefentation. I faid that you 
fuppofed the mind capable of determining 
contrary to any motive whatever, or, as I af- 
terwards exprefs it, either without, or con- 
trary to motives. You reply, p. 24, t€ I ne- 
€t ver faid, or fuppofed, that a rational being 
4t can a& without any motive, good or 
u bad ; but the moft that I ever faid was, 
M that, in the very fame circumftances, in 
" which the choice, or determination of 
the mind, was diredted to one objedt of 
purfuit, it might have brought itfelf to 
9€ will or determine on the purfuit of a 
u different and contrary one." 

Now 
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Now where is the real difference between 
my ftating of the cafe and yours ? You fay 
you make choice of one objed of purfuit, 
for which, by your prefent confeflion, you 
muft have had fome motive ; and yet might 
have taken a different and contrary one. 
But how could you do this, without ad- 
ing againft the motives which led you to 
prefer the other ? If you admit that we ne- 
ver ad but with the Jlrongeji motives, as 
well as never without fome motive (and 
one of thefe feems to be the neceffary confe- 
rence of the other) you muft, in this cafe, 
have aded againft the ftrongeft motive. And, 
if for this poffible determination there was 
no motive at all (and if it was overbalanced 
by other motives, it was, in fad, no mo- 
tive at all) you muft have aded without any 
motive for what you did, as well as againfl 
motives to the contrary. 

Befides, what is the boafted power of felf 
determination, if the mind cannot adually 
determine itfelf without any motive at all, 

B 3 or 
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or contrary to any motives, at p leaf u re. If 
this be not the cafe, it is very improperly 
called felf determination. 

, 

* 4 

• - * • * 

S E C T I O N II. 

Of Certainty, or Universality, as 
the Ground of concluding that any Thing 

is NECESSARY. 

... 

IN order, to fhew that the diftin&ion be- 
tween certainty and fiecejjity, on which 
you and others lay fo much ftrefs, is nothing 
to your .purpofe, I obferved that all that we 
mean by necejity, in any cafe, is the caufe 
of certainty, or of univerfality ; and that 
this is applicable to things corporeal or men- 
tal, without diftindlion that the reafon, 
and the only reafon, why we fay a ftone 
falls to the ground necejfarily, is that it con- 
Jiantly and univerfally does fo ; and there- 
fore that, if the determination of the mind 
be always according to motives, the" dif- 
ference 
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ference as I faid p. 23, cannot be in the 
reality, but in the kind of the neceflity, 
" The neceflity muft be equally ftridt and 
" abfolute in both cafes, let the caufes of 
u the neceflity by ever fo different." 

This argument I faid you had not 
given fufficient attention to. But you now 
tell me, p. 7, " You were fo far from over- 
' 4€ looking it, that you regarded it as the 
€4 bafis on which my argument for the ne- 
" ceflary determination of the mind refted, 
u but that you confidered," p. 8. " that 
" what you had infifted on to eftablifli the 
" diftindlion between phyfical and moral 
" neceflity, as really replying to this very 
argument/' and you refer me to p. 49, 
&c. of your treatife. 

Now I have carefully read over thofe 
pages, but I am very far from finding in 
them any thing to juftify your reference. 
Becaufe, admitting the diftindtion you con- 
tend for between phyjical and moral necef- 

B 4 fity, 
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fity, ftijl it is a necejjity ; and if neceffity 
have any meaning at all, it is that, while 
the laws of nature are what they are, the 
event denominated neceffary could not h*ve 
been otherwife. 

You fay, p. 50, " We may multiply ever 
" fo many other caufes, or circumftances, 
" concurring witji aqd leading to the choice 
" that is made, it is plain they can only 
" operate as mora/, not as phyjical caufes/' 
But to what purpofe is the diftin&ion of 
phyfical and moral, if they be real caufes, 

when all real caufes muft, in given circum- 
ftances, produce real and conftant effects ? 

" They may be,", you fay, " occafions, 
u or grounds, of determination, but they 
" do not form, or necejjitate the determi- 
<* nation." I will allow your language; 
but if, in fad, the mind never does (leter- ' 
mine otherwife than according to thefe fame 
motives, occafions, or grounds, there is no- 
thing in any received mode of reafoning 

that 
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that will juftify you in faying, that the 
mind, even could, in thofe circumftances, 
have determined otherwife, or that, ac- 
cording to the prefent laws of nature 
refpefting the mind, the determination was 
not, in the ftri&eft fenfe of the word, 
necejfary. For there cannot be any evidence 
of the exiftence of a power independent of 
its known effects. 
- * 

In what manner do we prove the exift- 
ence of all powers but by their a&ual opera- 
tion ? Give me, in the whole compafs of 
nature, any other cafe fimilar to this of your 
felf determining power, that is, a cafe iii 
which we admit a real power without hav- 
ing ever feen its effetts. All our rules of 
reafoning in philofophy would be violated 
by fuch a proceeding. Effects are the only 
evidences of powers, or caufes ; and the 
immediate confequence of this is, that if 
no event ever does take place, we can have 
no reafon to believe that it can take place. 
This is as eafily applicable to the cafe be- 
fore 
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fore us as any whatever. Produce a cafe in 
which the mind indifputably determines it± 
felf without any motive whatever, and then, 
but then only, fliall I admit that motives 
have no neceffary influence over its deter- 
mination. 

I muftftill maintain, therefore, that you 
have given no anfwer at all to my argument 
for the dodtrine of neceflity, as inferred from 
the confideration of conjlancy and univerfa- 
lity. 

. There is, I repeat it, juft the fame pro- 
priety in calling the determinations of the 
mind, as there is in calling the falling of 
a ftone, neceffary. It is not the fame /aw, 
or power, in nature, that caufes both, and 
therefore they may be diftinguifhed by 
what names you pleafe ; but they equally 
enfure the event ; and the courfe of nature 
muft be changed before the refults, in 
either cafe, can be otherwife than they are 
obferved to be. 

SECTION III. 
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HAT you reply to my obfervations 



▼ ▼ concerning certainty, and the feveral 
diftin&ions of it, is fo manifeftly unfaiisfac- 
tory,that I muft beg leave to recall your atten- 
tion to the argument. I aflerted that if the 
determination of the mind be, in any proper 
fenfe of the word, certain, all the fame 
confequences, even the very frightful ones 
that you defcribe, will follow, juft as 
on the fuppofition of its bei ng necejfary ; 
for that, in this cafe, the two words can- 
not but mean the very fame thing. 

You now acknowledge, p. 9, u that mo- 
4€ ral certainty may be a real one, though 



SECTION III. 



Of the Confequence of admitting the Cer- 
tainty of Determination. 




not 
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" not phyfical," and, p. 8, " that certainty 
«« is as different as the different caufes or 
" occafions of it." Now I really can- 
not fee what thefe differences (which 
I will admit to be as many as ydu 
pleafe) can fignify; if, as you allow, the 
refult, is invariably the fame. This is 
certainly a cafe to which you cannot have 
given, fufficient attention, ©r you could not 
treat it fo lightly as you do, I fhall, therefore 
open, and expand it a little for you, to 
give you an opportunity of feeing more 
difKn&ly what it is that you do admit, when 
you allow, under whatever diftin&ion you 
pleafe, that the determination of the mind 
is certain, or, in other words, definite in 
definite circumftancef. 

s 

Every man, you mufl allow, is born 
with a certain conftitution of body and 
mind, intirely independent of his own 
choice. The circumftances in which he is 
born, with refpeft to country, parents, 
education, and advantages or cjifadvantage* 

of 
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of all kinds, are, likcwife altogether in- 
dependent of himfelf, It is no matter 
when, you fay, that bis firfi proper volition 
takes place, for you muft admit it is, in cer- 
tain definite circumftances, independent of 
himfelf. His determination, therefore, be- 
v ing by the hypothefis, certain, or definite in. 
thofe circumftances, whatever it be, it 
brings him into other, but definite, circum- 
ftances j whether forefeen or unforefeen 
by himfelf depends upon his judgment or 
fagacity. In thefe new circumftances, he 
makes another definite choice, or de- 
termination, concerning the new objefts 
that are now before him ; and this new 
determination brings him into other new 
circumftances. And thus his whole life 
paffes in a conftant fuccefiion of circum- 
fiances and determinations, all infeparably 
conne&ed, till you come to the laft de- 
termination of all, immediately preceed- 

ing the extinction of all his powers by 
death. 

Now it is obvious to afk, if all this 
be really certain, one thing ftridtly depend- 
ing 
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ing upon another, fo that there is never 
known to be any variation from it, in * 
what does it, .or can it, differ from what is 
contended for by the neceffarian. If I know 
my own principles, it is all that I want, 
call it by what name you pleafe. You 
happen to like the word certain, whereas 
I prefer the word neceffary ; but our ideas 
muft be the very fame. We both chalk 
out a definite path for every man to walk 
in, from the commencement of his life to 
the termination of it. The path is the 
fame, drawn by the fame line, and by the 
fame rule. It is a path that you admit 
no man ever gets out of ; and this, I do 
afTure you, is all that I mean, if I know 
my own meaning, when I fay he never can 
get out of it: for the laws of his na- 
ture muft be changed, fo that his deter- 
minations muft (contrary to the prcfent 
hypothecs) not be definite in definite cir- 
cumftances, before he can get out of it, 
from his b r irth to his death. 

But 
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But you fay, p. 9, " the power of agency 
" ftill remains, if the certainty with which 
€e he adks be only a moral certainty, where- 
" as by that which is pbyfical it is deftroy- 
u ed." But if you refledt a moment, you 
will perceive, that this is inconfiftent with 
what you juft before granted, Becaufe if, 
in any cafe, the determination might have 
ken otherwife than it is, it would not 
h^Lve been certain, but contingent. Cer- 
tainty undoubtedly excludes all pojfible va- 
riety, for that implies uncertainty! Befides, 
as I obferved before, and I cannot repeat it 
. too often, till I enfure your attention to it, 
what proof or evidence can you produce of 
the reality or exiftence of any power, that 
is never exerted. If, therefore, you allow 
that all determinations \yhatever are certain, 
being diredted by motives, what evidence 
can there be of a power to a6t contrary to 
motives ? 

How unreafonable, then, is it to reply, 
as you do, p. 13, to your child " Do not 

1 " you, 
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€€ you, my fon, fee a vaft difference between 
" determining yourfelf, call it certainly, 
" if you pleafe, and being necejfarily deter- 
€€ mined by fomething. elfe." Becaufe 
knowing the abfolute certainty (though not 
neceffity) of his determination, in the cir- 
cumftances in which you placed him, you 
fliould not have placed him in them, un- 

lefs you really chofe that he (hould make the 
determination that you knew he certainly 
would make; and therefore, on your own 
maxims, you would do wrong to blame, or 
punijh him. 

■ 

You afk him whether " he was not con- 
u fcious 'he had a power of .refufing the 
" apples whereas, by your own concef- 
fion, that power could not poffibly be exert- 
ed, fo as to be of any ufe X.o him, but on the 
fuppofition of what you previoufty knew 
did not exift,viz. a different difpofition of mind, 
in confequence of which his love of apples 
would have been lefs, or his fear of punifti- 
ment greater, than you knew it to be, 

SECTION IV. 
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SECTION IV. 

Of the fuppofed Consciousness of 

Liberty. 

TDefired you to attend to the phenomena 
of human nature, to confider whether 
it be not a fa£t, that human volitions depend 
upon the previous difpofition of their minds 
and the circumftances in which they are 
placed, in order to determine whether their 
volitions are not invariably according to tbofe 
circumftances \ and therefore whether, in 
propriety of language, it fhould not be faid 
that they are always, and neceflarily, de- 
termined by thofe circumftances,or motives. 
You reply, p. 22, " if the phenomena of 
" human nature are to determine the quef- 
" tion, we muft certainly include the 
*' whole phenomena, one of which is, that 

C " let 
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" let adiions be ever fo definite in definite 
" circumftances, they are ftill confeious 
94 of having it in their power to deter- 
« mine otherwife than they adtually did/' 
now I am furprifed that you fhould not have 
been aware, that this is diredtly inconfiftent 
with your own fuppofition, viz. the deter- 
mination being definite*, for if it might 
have been otherwife, it would have been 
indefinite. No man can be confeious of an 
impejjibility. If, therefore, the real phe- 
nomena, exclufive of all pretended confei- 
oufnefs, are in favour of our volitions being 
definite, all pojfibility of their being inde- 
finite is neceffarily excluded ; fo that they 
could not have been different from what 
they actually are, in any given circum- 
ftances. 

- 

Befides, refledt a little what is it of which 
we can be confeious; for confeioufnefs has 
its limits, as well as other things. It is 
not that, with the fame difpofition of mind 
and, in the fame circumftances, the deter- 

mination 
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mination might have been different. This 
is a manifeft fallacy. All that, in the nature 
of things,we can be confcious of, is that had 
we been differently difpofed, we might have 
adted differently; that nothing but our 
own willy or pleafure, prevented our a&ing 
differently; which you know is not at all 
contrary to any thing contended for by 
neceffarians. Confider particularly my 
Additional Illuftrations, p. 286, &c. 



SECTION V. 

Of the Difference between tie Will and the 

Judgment. 

IN the paffage to which you have now 
referred me, in your former treatife, p. 50, 
you lay great ftrefs on the effential - differ- 
ence between the nature of the will, and 
that of the judgment. " The will, you fay, 

C 2 " implies 
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" implies, in its very nature, a freedom 

" from all controlling neceflary influence. 

" It is the power of Jelf determination be- 

" longing to an agent, the phyfical inde- 

" pendency of which on any thing foreign 

" to itfelf makes it to be what it is, or 

u conftitutes its very eflcnce. The difFer- 

" ent mode of operation belonging to the 

" will," p. 52, " as diftindt from the 

" other: faculties of the mind, arifes out 

" of its different nature. The will is an 

" independent, adtive principle, or faculty. 

** The other faculties are dependent ,and 

" merely paflive, &c." 

Now I rather wonder that, in all this 
loftinefs of language, you fhould not have 
perceived, that you are taking for granted 
the very thing in difpute. If we judge of 
the powers and faculties of man by his 
aSiions (and what can we reafon but from 
what we know J we muft conclude that he 
is not poflefled of any fuch faculty as you 
defcribe. On the contrary, we fee all men 

without 
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without exception, driven to and fro, juft 
as their circumftances and motives impel 
them, without ever once exerting (as far - 
as appears) a fingle adt of proper felf de- 
termination. In all cafes of fufficient mag- 
nitude, and in which there is fufficient op- 
portunity given us to examine them, we 
fee very plainly, that men are aftuated by 
very determinate motives ; and we are here, 

as in other fimilar cafes, authorized to 
judge of obfcure cafes by thofe which are 

more diftindt and evident, of the fame kind. 

- 

■ 

Befides, fo far am I from perceiving any 
fuch effential difference as you defcribe be- 
tween the will and the judgment, that I 
perceive a remarkable refemblance between 
them, and in that very refpedt in which 
you ftate them to differ the moft. Does 
the judgment decide according to the ap- 
pearance of objefts ? So does the will ; and 
if we confult fad:, in no other way $ info- 
much, that the will itfelf, exclufive of the 
aBionsy or motions, that follow the will, may 

C 3 not 
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not be improperly called a particular judg- 
ment, deciding on the prefer ablenefs of ob- 
jefts, according to their appearances, which 
are often very deceitful. For, judging by 
whatever rule you pleafe, whatever objedt, 
at the moment of determination, appears 
preferable, that we always chufe. If, there- 
fore, as I have faid before, there be a 
power of felf determination in the will, I 
I fhould expedt to find the fame in the 
judgment alfo, and if you will diftinguifh 
them, in the judgment preferably to the 
will ; if that may be called judgment which 
decides, tho* concerning the prefer ablenefs of 
objedts. And there is no reafon why this 
fhould not be the province of judgment, 
properly fo called, as well as that of decid- 
ing concerning the truth of objedts. 

You objedt to the conclufivenefs of my 
reafoning, p. 18, to prove that from one 
of your arguments it would follow that 
judgment and volition were the fame thing, 
and the fame with the circulation of the 
l blood, 
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blo$d, &c. fuppofing that it goes on the idea 
of judgment being an a£l of the mind, only 
in the popular fenfe of the word. Now I 
will ftiew you that my inference was truly 
drawn, independent of any fuch definition 
of the word, as will appear by leaving out 
the word a£i altogether. You will then fay, 
p. 80, " Can that be truly faid to be my 
" volition, which is produced by fomething 
* f over which I had no power. On that 
" ground, every thing that takes place in 
* € my body, as well as in my mind, may, 
" with equal propriety, be called my vo- 
*' lition ; and fo the circulation of the blood, 
" and the pulfation of the heart, may, with 
" equal reafon, be called my volitions/' 

- 

The medium of your proof, or the mid- 
dle term in your fyllogifm, is not an aft, 
but fomething over which we have no power. 
But, though the circulation of the blood, &c. 
fhould, upon the do&rine of neceflity, agree 
with volition, in being a thing over which 
we have no power, it does not, in that 

C 4 refpedt, 
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refpedt, agree with volition only, but with 
judgment alfo, and every other affection of 
the mind. 

■ 

I may perhaps make the inconclufivenefs 
of your argument more apparent, by reduc- 
ing it to the form of a Jylhgifm, and framing 
another exa&ly fimilar to it. Your argument 
will then (land as follows. " According to 
" the neceffarians, 

* 

" Volition is a thing over which a man 

" has no power. 
" But the pulfation of the heart is a 

" thing over which a man has no 

if power. 

" Ergo, The pulfation of the heart is a 
volition." 

A fyllogifm exadly parallel to this of 
yours is the following : 

A goofe is an animal that has two feet. 
But a man is an animal that has two 
feet. 

Ergo, A man is a goofe. 

But 
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I am forry to have occafion to recall 
to your attention the firft principles of 
logick, but it is plain you had over- 
looked them, when you thought you had 
reduced the neceffarian to acknowledge that, 
on his principles, the circulation of the blood, 
and the pulfation of the hearty muft be termed 
volitions. You meant to turn our princi- 
ples into ridicule, and muft take the con- 

fequence if the ridicule rebound upon your- 
felf. You certainly had the merit of 
attempting fomething new in this, but 
there is always fome hazard in attempting 
novel ties ♦ 



SECTION VI. 
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SECTION VI. 

Of the Argument from the fuppofed Conse- 
quences of the DoStrine of NeceJJity. 

TO my objedtion to your reafoning 
from the confequences of the dodtrine 
of neceflity, you reply, p. 4, " There are con- 
49 fequences that feem greatly to out weigh 
u all fpeculative reafonings of every fort 
" which can be thought of, and incon- 
u teftably prove that the dodtrine which 
fuch confequences attend is not and 
" cannot be, true." You add, that Dr. 
Watts recommends the mode of arguing 
from confequences, and that I myfelf have 
adopted it. 

Now this, fir, you do without making 
proper dijiinftions, which Dr. Watts, ii> 

the 
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the very paflage which you have quoted, 
might have taught you to make. He fays, 
that " the falfe propofition muft be re- 
" futed by {hewing that an evident falfe- 
" hood, or ' abfurdity, will follow from it," 
which is the very thing that I did, when 
I fhewed that, in confequence of ad- 
mitting your dodtrine of liberty, you muft 
fuppofe that effeSts take place without ade- 
quate caufesy and that the Divine Being 
could have no prefcience of human adtions, 
which the fcriptures eyery where fuppofe. 
On the other hand, the confequence? that 
you draw from the dodtrine of neceflity 
only relate to things that you dijlike, and 
abhor, and which have nothing to do with 
truth. 

Shew me that any fa/fehood, or abfur- 
dity, as Dr. Watts fays, follows from the 
dodtrine of neceffity, and I fhall not then 
fay, that we muft acquiefce in it, and make the 
beji we can of it. For it is abfolutely im- 
poflible to acquiefce in an acknowledged 

falfehood 
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falfehood, as we may in a thing that we 
merely cannot reli/b. ' With refpedt to all 
things that merely exite difgujl, befides that 
it may be conceived,, that the difguft may be 
/// founded (and in this cafe it appears to 
me to be manifeftly fo) it is well known 
that there are many truths, and valuable 
ones too, that are ungrateful, efpecially at 
the firft propofal. 

* 

Now I challenge you to ftiew that any 
proper falfehood, or abfurdity, will follow 
from the principles of neceffity, a thing 
that I do pretend to with refpedt to the 
do&rine of liberty. And do not any more 
fay, as you do now, p. 6, that " it is in 
" the fame way of reafoning with that 
" which I have ufed," that you have en- 
deavoured to fupport the dodixine of li- 
berty. By this time, I hope, you fee there 
is a great difference between the two cafes. 



SECTION VII. 

ft 



i 
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SECTION VII. 

Of the Moral Influence of tbeDoSlrine 

of Necejfity. 

"VTOU complain, but very unjuftly, of 
my mode of reafoning, when I en- 
deavour to undermine all that you have urged 
on the fubjedt of the dangerous confequences 
of the do&rine of neceflity. Your meaning, 
you fay, p. 17, was " that it tends to in- 
" difpofe a perfon for virtuous activity, 
€€ and felf command, but that you fup- 
" pofe the neceffarian to be a&ive enough 
i€ in gratifying his irregular and vicious 
" inclinations." Now I had no doubt of 
your willingnefs to make a diftindtion in 
this cafe, that is, to make the neceffarian 
indolent to good, and at the fame time a&ive 

to 
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SECTION VIII. 

Mifcellaneous Obfervations. 

YOU eagerly catch, p. 27, at a cafual, 
and as you think, an improper expref- 
fion of mine, when I faid that <f the origin 
4€ of adtion, or of felf determination, is 
4< the fame as the origin of the deity, con- 
" cerning which we know nothing at all," 
as if I really fuppofed the deity to have had 
an origin, or a beginning. Whereas, be- 
fides that you well know that I fuppqfe* 
juftas much as yourfelf, that the deity is 
properly uncaufed, and confequently had no 
origin, an^l therefore that it could be no 
more than an inadvertent expreflion that you 
had got hold of, I have, in fadt, faid the fame 
thing in this very place, viz. that proper 
adtion, or felf determination, can have no 
beginning, becaufe it mult have commenced 
with the deity, who had none. This triumph 

Qf 
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your v of which you feem willing to make 
fo much, is, indeed premature. 

- . 

If, in maintaining an opinion common to 

myfelf and Dr. Price, I fhould have faid, 

• » ...» 

that " the commencement of the creation 
" was the fame with that of the deity him- 
€€ felfj" would not the obvious conftruftion 
have been, not that they both had a begin- 
ning, but that neither of them had any ? 
In this cafe, alfo, I am juft as far from in- 
timating, in the moft diftant manner, that 
it was even pojjible for the deity to have 
had any origin. I mull lay that this con- 
ftru&ion of my words is very extraor- 
dinary. 

* ■ * H 

» • I 

You charge me, p. 33, with, having 
mif-ftated Dr. Price's opinion on the fub- 
jedt of liberty, as well as your own 5 but, 
though I am not fenlible of having made 
any miftake in this refpe£t, it is not a point 
that I choofe to difcufs with you. It is fuf- 
/ ficient for my prefent purpofe, if I truly 

D ilate, 
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ftate, and fully refute, your opinion on the 
fubje#. 

Here you muft give me leave to obferve, 
that it Was very improper, on feveral ac- 
counts, to add the name of Dr. Price to 
thofe of Locke, Wollafton, Clarke, and 
Fofter, as authorities in favour of the doc- 
trine of liberty, for whom I ought to have 
had a greater reverence. I alfo could muf- 
ter up a lift of very refpedtable authorities, 
fuch as Collins, Leibnitz, Hutchcfon, Ed- 
wards, Hartley, &c. but, for obvious rea- 
fons, I fhould have chofen to have confirted 
it to the dead, and fhould have omitted the 
living, efpecially the man with whom my 
antagonift had a public and truly amicable 
controverfy on the fubjedt. Dr. Price, 
however, I am well perfuaded, believes that 
my refpefl: for him is not lefs than yours, 
notwithftanding I may imagine that his 
eye, though much ftronger than mine, is 
not able to fee through fome little cloud 
that happens to hang between it and this 
particular fubjeft. 

Were 
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Were I to fet about it, I fhould not 
doubt but that, though I cannot fay not 
turba fumus, I could draw out a very decent 
lift of living authorities in favour of the 
do&rine of neceffity, confiding of perfons 
whofe ability , virtue, and I will add activity 
too, you would not queftion. And were 
we to leave out thofe who would not pre- 
tend to have properly Jludied the fubjeft, 
and therefore could not be faid to give a 
vote, except by proxy* my lift, among men 
of letters, might perhaps be not only as 
refpe£iable, but even as numerous as yours. 
But this is a queftion that is not to be 
decided by vote or authority, but by argu- 
ment ; and it is on this ground that we are 
now engaged. 



D 2 SECTION IX- 



Digitized by Google 



3* 



A DEFENCE OF THE 



SECTION IX. 



Styeries addrefed to Mr. Palmer. 

THUS, Sir, I have diftindtly replied 
to every thing that I imagine your- 
fclf can think material in your Appendix, 
in which you fay you have *« noticed 
thofe parts of my Letter to you which 
41 were deemed moft material.' 9 Now, as 
you would not have voluntarily undertaken 
the difcuffion of this argument with me, 
without having well weighed your force in 
it, and being determined to bring it to 
fbmething more like a proper clofe ; I hope 
that, notwithftanding you fay you fhall 
now " decline the controverfy," you will, 
on more mature confideration, refume it, 
and give me, as the Spe&ator pleafantly 
fays, more lafi. words of Richard Baxter. I 




&all 



Digitized by Google 



DOCTRlNfc OF fH^CCSSXTT. J7 

(hall therefore tell you what I think you 
have omitted, and what it behoved you 
more particularly to have replied to in my 
Letter. And, farther, to make the conti- 
nuation of the correfpondence more eafy to 
you, I fhall ftate thofe matters in diftindt 
queries, to which, if you pleafe, you may 
reply in order. 



i. You had faid.that a determination of 
the mind is not an etfeft without a caufe, , 
though it be not produced by any motive, 
becaufe the f elf -determining power itjelfis the 
caufe. I replied, that, allowing this fuppofed 
power to be the caufe of choice in general, ^ 
it can no more be confidered as the caufe of 
ahy particular choice, than the motion of the 
air in general:caix be Mfd to be the ckufe 
of any particular wind ; becaufe all winds 
are equally motions of the air, aAd there- 
fore, that there mud be fome farther caufe 
of any particular wind. I deflre you to 
point out the infufficiency of this anfwer. 
Thi$ it the more behoves you to do, be- 

D 3 caufe 
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caufe it refpe&s not the outworks, but the 
very inmojl retreat of your doftrine of 
liberty. If you cannot defend yourfelf 
againft this attack, you rauft furrender at 
difcretion. Neceffity, with all its horrid 
confequences, will enter in at the breach; 
and you know that neceflarians, though 
flothful to good, are adtive enough in mif- 
chief, and give no quarter, 

That you fliould fay you had not paffed 
over any thing of the argumentative kind in 
my Letter 9 which feemed to require a reply, 
and yet have overlooked this moft material 
article, as well as many others, furprifes 

me not a little, 

» • * • * 

On this fubjed, I alfo beg you would 
not fail to give particular attention to the 
fifth article of my Additional Illufirations, 
printed in the correfpondence with Dr. Price, 
p. 288, in which, I think I have proved 
decifively, that the mind itjelf can never be 
cpnfidered ; as a proper and fufficient caufe 
of particular determinations . . . 



r 
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It was unfortunate for thcfc Illujl rations, 
that they did not appear till after the great- 
eft part of your firft treatife was written, 
and yet fo long before your appendix, that 
I fuppofe they were forgotten. Though, a$ 
you had feen them before you wrote the 
preface, and confequently fome time before 
the publication of your firft piece, you had 
a good opportunity of animadverting upon 
them, and might be expe&ed to do it in a 
cafe that fo materially affe&ed your main 
argument. 

You now fay, in general, that " now 
" I have read them, they appear as little 
" fatisfadtory as the former and that to 
M all which Dr, Prieftley has advanced in 
" the correfpondence, Dr. Price appears 
" to have given a very clear and fufficient 
" reply/' But this particular article, not 
being a proper part of the correfpondence, 

you will find, that Dr. Price has not re- 
plied to it at all, and therefore your anfwer 
to it is not precluded. I particularly 

D 4 intreat 
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intreat you to refute what is there ad- 
vanced. Ppint out to me any thing in your 
work, which you think I have not fuffi- 
ciently conlidered, and Ipromife to be as 
particular in my difcuffion of it as' you 
pleafe. . ; / . 

2. I endeavoured to (hew, in my fecqnd 
Sedtion, that the argument from the con- 
fideration of caufe and effedt does not A as 

; ..... 

you fay, go on the fujppofition of a fimi- 
larity of the conjiituent principles of matter 
and Jpirit, but only on the determination 
of thfc mind being (ubjeft to any laws at 
aU\ and therefore that the c^ufe of liberty 
can derive no advantage from the com- 
monly received principles of the immate- 
riality of the human foul. You fhould have 
faid, whether my reply was fatisfa&ory to 
you, or not. But perhaps I am to inter- 
pret your flence on any fubjedt to be an 
acquiefcence in what I obferved concerning 
it, and not as an article that you thought too 
obvioufly inconclufive to demand any reply. 

I 3, Pleafe 
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3. Pleafe to produce fome direct proof of 
the exiftence of the felf determining power 
you boaft fb much of. I mean a proof 
from faSi, and not from a merely imagined 
feeling, or confcioufnefs of it, which one 
perfon may affert, and another* who is cer- 
tainly conftituted in the fame manner, may 
deny. What I affert is, that all we can fee/, 
or be confeious of in the cafe, is that our 
actions*, corporeal or mental, depend upon 
our wi/l 9 or pleafure ; but to fay that our 
wills are not always influenced by motives, 
is fo fyr from being agreeable, that it is 
d\rc£k\y contrary to all experience in our- 
felves, and ail obfervation of others. 

r * •» \ « ' - ' • , V 

4. You have laid northing to explain, of 
foften your denial of the do&rine of divine 
J>rejcience f which, as a chrijtian, and a 
cbriftien minijler, it greatly behoves you 
to do. You pretend to be fliocked at the 
confequences of the do&rine of neceflity, 
which exiil: only in your own imagination ; 
but here is a cohfequence of your do&rine 
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of liberty, dire&ly repugnant to the whole 
tenor of revelation, as it has been under* 
ftood by all who have ever pretended 
to any faith in it, though they have dif- 
fered ever fo much in other things. It 
will be well worth your while to make 
another appendix to your book, if it were 
only to give fome little plaufibility t© this 
bufinefs, and either to fhew, if you can, 
that the divine prefcience is not a cto&rine 
of the fcriptures, or that the facred writers 
were miftaken with refpedt to it, Befides, 
it is incumbent upon you to fhew, inde- 
pendent of your profeffion as a chriftian, 
how, on your own principles, any fuch 
government of the world as we fee to take 
place could exift. To fay, as you do, that 
God, notwithftanding Jiis want of prefci- 
ence, may yet govern free beings in the 
beft manner that free beings can be go- 
verned, will avail you nothing ; becaufe I ^ 
maintain, that if liberty be what you de- 
fine it to be, a power of proper felf-deter- 
minafion, fuch beings cannot be g&verned at 

all. 
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all. I have (hewn that it is impoflihle they 
fliould ever be proper fubjedts of moral 
government. The Divine Being cannot 
controul their anions ; the influence of all 
motives (the only inftruments of moral 
government) will be altogether uncertain ; 
he can form no judgment of their efFefl:; 
and, in confequence, all muft be anarchjr 
and confufion. 



§ • > • ' 1 



But I would rather advife you to retraft 
what you have too haftily advanced. If 
poflible, think of fome method of recon- 
ciling prefcience with liberty % and by no 
means purchafe your liberty at fo very great 
a price. At leaft be Very fur e y in the firft 
place, that it is worth fo much. 

If, as I fuppofe will be the cafe, you 
fliould not be able to reconcile prefcience 
with your more favourite dodtrine of free- 
will, be advifed bv me, rather than give 
up the former fo lightly as you do, to keep 
it at all events y even though, iu order to 
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do it, you fhould be obliged to rank it (a* 
many truly pious chriftians do the do&rines 
of tranfubfiantiation and the Trinity) among 
the myfteries of faith, things to be held 
facred, and not to he fubmitted to rational 
inquiry. On no account would I abandon 
fuch a dodtrine as that of Divine prefcience, 
while I retained the leaft refpedt for reve- 
lation, or wilhed to look with any fatis- 
v fadtion on the moral government under 
which I live. , m 

r 

■ . . ■ ■ + < < . . . 

Left you fhould think all this to be no- 
thing more than affected ferioufnefs, and the 
language of a mere controverftflift, pufh- 
itig his. ad verfary on a predpice, I fhall quote 
what a brother of your.s in this very con- 
troverfy with me obferves ; and it is bo lefs 
a.perfon than the celebrated Mr. Bryant. 
And'.-^hen-he (aftqr Dr, Price and your- 
felf) fhall have advanced all that he is 
able, I fhould think the public will be 

fatisfied that the moil ample juftice jnuft 

h^vebeen^one to that fide of the .queftion. 

» 

, r v Speaking. 
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Speaking of thofc who fcruple not to give 
up the dodtrine of divine prefcience, rather 
than abandon that of liberty , he fays, in his 
Addrefsto me, p. 36, "They muft then give 
u up the fcriptures at the fame time, and 

44 with the fcriptures, their religion and 
" faith. For in the facred writings the 
4t foreknowledge of the deity is not only 
" inculcated as a doSlrine, but proved by a 
4t variety of events" — If, fir, the earneft 
language of what you may fuppofe (though 
yery unjuftly) to be enmity fail to move you, 
Jet that of friendjhip prevail, 

1 
4 

If after this repeated warning, you fhould 
perfift in treating the do&rine of divine 
prefcience as a thing of fo little confequence, 
the moft truly candid thing I can fay is what 
you have quoted, and endeavoured to expofe, 
as the extreme of uncharitablenefs when firft 
advanced in my controverfy with Dr. 
Beattie, on the fame occafion. But becaufe 
you may think the figurative expreflion too 
ftrong (though, in fad:, the ftronger it is 

the 
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the better apology it makes) I fliall fay the 
fame thing in other words. " It is what 
u the heat of difputation has betrayed you 
" into. You are blind to the confequences, 
" and therefore you know not what you do." 

5. I particularly deli re you would once 
more go over with me the fubjedt of the 
praSlical influence of the dodtrine of necef- 
fity. This is far from being, in my opinion, 
the dark fide of my iargument. I love, 
and rejoice in this view of it ; confident, 
and I hope I may add, feeling, that, when . 
rightly underftood, it is highly favourable 
to every thing that is great and good in 
man. Tell me whether the belief of the 
certainty of the end, without any idea of 
the neceffary connexion of the means by 
which it is brought about (which is the 
dodtrine of Calvinifm) does not work one 
way, and the belief of the certainty of the 
end, only as a confequence of its neceflary 

connection with the previous ipeans (which 
is the dodtrine of philofophical necejityj 

does 
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does not work another way. Re-perufe 
my account of their different influences, 
and fhew, from a jufter view of the princi- 
ples of human nature, that, with thofe 
apprehenfions, men muft feel and adt dif- 
ferently from what I have fuppofed they 
naturally would do. 

6. I like wife defire you would particu- 
larly attend to what I have obferved in my 
feventh fedtion, with refpedt to the ufe of 
the term agency and refponfibility ; becaufe, 
if what I have there obferved be juft, you, 
and other defenders of the dodtrine of 
liberty can derive no advantage whatever 
from any argument in which it is taken 
for granted, that man, in your fenfe of the 
terms, is an agent, and a refyonfible being ; 
as I (hew, that the ftate of moral govern- 
ment in which we are, is perfectly confift- 
ent with, nay, pre-fuppofes the dodtrine 
of neceffity ; that for this purpofe it is fuf- 
ficient that man be, in the popular fenfe of 
the word only, and not in a fenfe that pre- 

fuppofts 
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fuppofes the do&rine of liberty, an agent* 
and rejponfible. Nay, I beg you would 
fhew how man, conftituted as you fuppofe 
him to be, can be a fubjedl of moral govern- 
ment at all. 

7. As you lay great ftrefs on the feeling 
of remorfe, I beg you would confider, and 
reply to what I have urged on that fubjedi, 
in my letter to you, p. 62, and my addi- 
tional illujlrations, p* 296. If my ftate of 
the fadt be juft, no argument from thai 
topic can avail you any thing ; every juft 
view of that fubjedt being extremely fa- 
vourable, rather than unfavourable, to th$ 
dodtrine of neceflity. 

Pleafe to obferve that all thefe queries 
relate to matters ftridtly argumentative, ot 
that muft be allowed to have weight in 
forming our judgment on the fubjedt in 
debate ; and do not pafs them over a fecond 
time, as if they were things of another 
nature, and fuch as you are under no obli* ' 
» gatioa 



° 
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gat ion to notice. Say, if you pleafe, antt 
prove it, if you can, that what I have ad- 
vanced with refpedt to them is inconclufive \ 
but do not pafs them over in filence, as if 
they were not of an argumentative nature, 

or indeed, not very materially fo. 

... 

+ - 9 • - * v ' * 

• " -r-- I in 1 1 

4 * : 

THE CONCLUSION. 

» > r % • 4 

Dear Sir, 

- r 

I Do not know that it is neceflary for me 
to call your attention particularly to any 
other points in conteft between us; but I 
earneftly beg your explicit reply to thefe 
few! Many cohtroverfies have terminated 
without effedt, and without any advantage 
tt> the caufe of truth, merely becaufe the 
parties have not come to a fair ijjue, but 
have left their readers wifhing to know 
what the one of the other ef them would 
have replied to this or that argument, or to 

E this 
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this or that ftate, or view of it. I wifli to 
carry this controverfy tp its proper conclufion. 
For my part, I will readily anfwer any 
queftion you fliall think proper to propofe 
to me, and fhall do it without the kail 
referve or evafion. Yoi} believe that I would., 
I only beg that you would, in like manner, 
reply to me. _ More, I think, is to be done 
by diftin£t interrogatories > and categorical 
anjwers, than in any other manner.. Let 
us, however, try this method. A very few 
more {hort pieces, which, with what we 
have already publifhed, would not make too 

bulky afmgle volume for each of us, might, 
I think, exhauft all that we can now have 
to fty that is material. Why then, when, 
the trouble will be fo little, and the ad- 

- 

vantage may be fo great, fliould you decline 
this bufinefs prematurely ? You have cer- 
tainly as much leifure for the difcuffion as 
I have; and as it was you that called me 
out, and not I that called upon you, I 
fhould imagine you have $Qt hfs. zeal io 

the caufe .than myfelf. . 

I ' r You 




Digitized by Google 



DOCTRINE OF NECESSITY. ji, 

You cannot apprehend from me any thing 
offenfive to you in my manner of writing,' 
any more than I can with rcfpedt to you; 
nor lhall I take offence at little thingsl . 
You may make what reflections you pleafe . 
on my temper or manner, and there are 
points enow to hit in both, if you be fo 
difpofed. You have my leave beforehand, 
to fay that I am mfolent in one place, and 
arrogant in another and you may parody 
my moft obnoxious paragraphs, whether 
in the work you are anfwering, or out of it % 
if it will ferve to amufe yourfelf or your 
readers. If there be more of pleafantry 
than ill-nature in your ftri£tures, I will 
chearfully bear it all, and with Themiflo- 
cles to Paufanias, fay, Jlrike me, and as 
often as you pleafe, but hear me % aod an- 
fwer me. fc lr > 

Whatever I have been, or may be to 
others, you fhall have HOthing to complain 
of with refpeft to yourfelf perfonally ; and 
I am fo happy to find myfelf engaged with 

a perfon 
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a perfon of undoubted judgrasat in the 
controverfy, that, I own, I am very un- 
willing to part with you fo foon. I ihall be 
ljfce Horace's friend, and you muft have 

recourfe to as many fhifts to get quit of me, 

. - •►>..,■ * . 

Hoping, therefore, to have the fatif. 
fa&ion of hearing from you again on the 
fubjeft, and wifhing your reply may be as 
fpeedy as will be confiftent with its being 
w// weighed, lam, 



. . 4 



Dear Sir, 



Your very humble fervant, 



» 

» f 



, . T. PRIESTLEY. 

V * 

Calne, April 1780, .... 
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